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Honorable T. H. Bell 
Secretary of Education 
Washington, D.C. 20202 

Dear Mr. Secretary. 

It is my pleasure on behalf of the Intergovernmen- 
tal Advisory Council on Education to submit a 
report, "The Intergovernmental Balance in 
Education." 

The Council's central purpose is to make recom- 
mendations to you, Mr. Secretary, and the Presi- 
dent concerning intergovernmental policies in 
education. It is further directed to provide a forum 
for the discussion of educational issues. 

This report is based on five public hearings held 
by the Council in San Francisco, Atlanta, Denver, 
Boston, and Cincinnati. Representatives of State 
and local governments, of public and private 
education systems, and other interested 
witnesses were asked for their considered view- 
points on three questions: (1) The role of the 
Federal Government in American education; (2) 
The effects of Chapter 2— the Block Grant 
provisions— of the Education Consolidation and 
Improvement Act of 1981; and (3) Tuition tax 
credit proposals. 

The report is a summary of these hearings plus 
the Council's recommendations for further inquiry 
and study of education in the intergovernmental 
setting. 

It is our hope that these findings and recommen- 
dations will help nourish the grassroots crusade 
for excellence in education so successfully begun 
by you and the President. 



Very truly yours, 





PART I— BACKGROUND 



In tho past eighteen months, numerous studies 
on the quality of education in the United States 
have been published, the most notable of which 
is "A Nation at Risk/ 1 Each was sufficiently dif- 
ferent in tone and approach to stand on its meriio. 
Nevertheless, each more nearly corroborated 
than conflicted with the others; the findings were 
not reassuring. Interestingly, a number of the 
reports were privately funded. 

The studies resulted in lengthy analyses by 
newspapers, journals and television. For the time 
being, at least, local school problems or progress 
are being given more attention. 

What follows is a somewhat different report by 
the Intergovernmental Advisory Council on Edu- 
cation (IACE). 

The Council 

In 1979, the same Public Law 96-88 creating 
the Department of Education also established the 
Intergovernmental Advisory Council on Edu- 
cation. 

It has twenty members, appointed by the Presi- 
dent for terms not to exceed four years. The pres- 
ent membership is as follows; 

ROBERTA T. ANDERSON* Vermillion, South 
Dakota, Dean of the School of Education at the 
University of South Dakota. 

WILLIAM S. BANOWSKY Norman, Oklahoma, 
President of the University of Oklahoma. 

ALAN L CROPSEY DeWitt, Michigan, State 
Senator from Michigan. 

ESTHER R. GREENE Sacramento, California, 
Chief Deputy Director, Employment Development 
Department for the State of California. 

EMLYN I. GRIFFITH* Rome, New York, Attorney 
at Law and member of the State Board of 
Regents. 

' Members of the Executive Committee. 
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JOSEPH C. HARDER' Moundridge, Kansas, 
State Senator from Kansas. 

VANCE R. KELLY Londonderry, New Hampshire, 
Commissioner of Labor for the State of New 
Hampshire. 

JOSEPH L. KNUTSON Moorhead, Minnesota, 
President Emeritus of Concordia College. 

BARBARA C. MARUMOTO Honolulu, Hawaii, 
State Representative from Hawaii. 

JACQUELINE E. MCGREGOR Lansing, Michigan, 
State Vice-Chairwoman for the Michigan 
Republican Party; classroom teacher and school 
Board member. 

NORMAN A. MURDOCK' Cincinnati, Ohio, At- 
torney with Ahlrichs and Murdock Company, 
L.P.A. and Commissioner for Hamilton County. 

RALPH J. PERK Cleveland, Ohio, Consultant, 
Ralph J. Perk and Associates in Cleveland. 

BETTY R SEPULVEDA " Denver, Colorado, 
retired Administrator for the Denver Public 
Schools. 

DALTON SHEPPARD, JR. Columbia, South 
Carolina, State Representative from South 
Carolina; President and owner of Credit Data 
Corporation. 

GEORGE N. SMITH Mesa, Arizona, Superintend- 
ent of Mesa Unified Schools. 

JAMES B. TATUM Anderson, Missouri, President 
of Tatum Motor Company and President, Board 
of Trustees, Crowder College. 

MARYC TUCKER Washington, D.C., Chairman 
of the Advisory Neighborhood Commission 4-B. 

M JOYCE VAN SCHAACK Tarzana, California, 
Special Assistant to the Chairman of the Califor- 
nia Republican Party and Instructor at the Los 
Angeles Mission College. 

• Members of the Executive Committee. 

2 
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GONZALO A. VELEZ West Orange, New Jersey, 
National Chairman of the Congress of Filipino- 
American Citizens. 

HARRIETT M. WIEDER Huntington Beach, Califor- 
nia, Supervisor for the Second District of the 
Orange County (California) Board of Supervisors 
and Chairman of the Board. 

The President by law designates the Chairman, 
who is State Senator Joseph C. Harder of Kan- 
sas. The Under Secretary of Education, Dr. Gary 
L. Jones, is a member ex officio. 

Its Purpose 

The key to understanding the purpose of the 
Council is "intergovernmental," a term with small 
meaning in most countries other than the United 
States. It refers to the web of relationships 
resulting from our political-Constitutional arrange- 
ment of government. This federalism seems to be 
steadily changing, yet stubbornly and by our 
deliberate choice remains the same: "an in- 
destructible union of indestructible states, 
wherein most day-to-day public services are pro- 
vided by autonomous local governments. Elemen- 
tary and secondary education is one such service. 

The law creating the Council reflects this. The 
Council is directed to "make recommendations 
to the Secretary (of Education) and the President 
concerning intergovernmental policies and rela- 
tions relating to education." 

First among its specific duties is "to provide 
a forum for representatives of Federal, State and 
local governments and public and private educa- 
tional entities to discuss educational issues." 

The Sources of This Report: 
Public Hearings 

To comply with this directive, the public hear- 
ing format was adopted. The Council held five 
hearings from February through June 1983, in 
San Francisco, Atlanta, Denver, Boston, and Cin- 
cinnati. These were open to all, including "walk- 
in" witnesses. 
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Council members are not part of the Federal 
bureaucracy and live throughout the United 
States. They depend on a small— and compe- 
tent—staff provided by the Department of Educa- 
tion in Washington. The hearings' purpose, 
however, required neither large professional staffs 
nor supporting funds so necessary for the other 
various reports that have been issued. 

The Council saw as its function to listen to men 
and women from states or localities with direct 
responsibility for public elementary/secondary 
education, those from similar private education 
systems and, finally, those from the weave of 
groups influencing educational policy at national, 
state and local levels. 

A Gusher of Viewpoints 

Before the hearings began, registered wit- 
nesses were informed they would have at least 
ten minutes for oral presentations. That the Coun- 
cil was tapping a gusher of opinions far beyond 
expectations became evident at the first hearing. 
There, and at all later hearings, most witnesses 
were held to five minutes for oral testimony plus 
time for questions. As in certain other situations, 
however, such a limitation "wonderfully concen- 
trates the mind." Our transcripts show a 
refreshing directness by most witnesses, (In ad- 
dition, many written statements were receivad.) 

Witnesses were quite aware that broad and 
thorough studies of American education were be- 
ing readied for publication, And perhaps this was 
the first relatively calm interval in 25 years when 
such appraisal not only could be prepared but 
would be listened to and debated by the general 
public. 

The Agenda: An Explanation 

The Council selected three topics to be ad- 
dressed by the witnesses: 

A. The role of the Federal government in 
education 

B. The effects of Chapter 2— the Block Grant 
provisions— of the Education Consolida- 
tion and Improvement Act (ECIA) of 1 981 . 

C. Tuition tax credit proposals. 
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Why these three? What do they have to do with 
teaching and learning; with the quality of 
education? 

The Council has no such broad and freely 
selected directives as those preparing the other 
reports. By law the Council's first concern was to 
measure the effect of Federal programs on 
state/local school systems, listening principally to 
those who lived and worked in that intergovern- 
mental network. 

The American school systems, while part of a 
national vision, have in practice been of intense 
local concern. Their pupils, teachers, and cur- 
ricula have been nourished out of that concern. 
Any change in that process beyond the State level 
is of serious import. As due process is vital to civil 
liberties, so proper procedures are necessary to 
maintain the right intergovernmental mix for 
elementary/secondary education. 

Through this agenda, the Council invited (1) 
qeneral statements to provide future guidance on 
the proper contribution of the Federal government 
to elementary/secondary education in America- 
help without eroding the delicate intergovernmen- 
tal balance; (2) comparisons of past Federal 
policies wherein assistance was provided to local 
systems through categorical grants, with changes 
recently enacted by Congress at the request of 
the President, i.e., consolidation of 29 such pro- 
grams into one block grant; and (3) commentary 
on the tuition tax credit proposal endorsed by the 
President and, at the time, still before Congress. 
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PART II— FINDINGS 



These findings are a summary of viewpoints on 
the three agenda questions; they do not necessar- 
ily reflect the opinions of the Council. 

A. The Role of the Federal Government In 
Education 

1 . A Ge neral Prop osition 

a. State responsibility and local function 

The great majority of witnesses agreed 
that in terms of the intergovernmental 
mix, education is a state responsibility 
and a local function. This long-standing 
partnership serves education best when 
bolstered by strong parental participation, 
particularly at the level of the individual 
school, and by support from the many 
groups interested in the civic health of 
their communities. 

b. The Federal role is to assist that part- 
nership 

The majority agreed the Federal govern- 
ment can provide leadership in identify- 
ing educational needs of the nation. In 
turn, this serves to remind the nation of 
the importance of sound educational 
systems for American democracy. 

2. Sp ecific Federal Activities „ 

a. The great majority endorsed the collec- 
tion, analysis, and dissemination of useful 
information about American education, 
as well as comparisons with educational 
systems elsewhere. Any study of eouca- 
tion in America, whether broad- or 
narrow-gauge is heavily dependent on 
such data. 

b. Most witnesses endorsed Federal funding 
of sound research and laboratory studies 
to improve teaching and learning, by the 
National Institute of Education, or col- 
leges and universities. 

6 



c. The majority approved special Federa 
assistance to improve the teaching of 
mathematics, science, and foreign 
languages. 

d. The majority agreed Federal funding for 
vocational education as well as special 
assistance for handicapped, disadvan- 
taged, and high cost pupils, should con- 
tinue as separate categorical grant 
programs. 

e. Views were mixed on merit pay and 
master teacher proposals. In any event, 
the majority questioned Federal involve- 
ment. 

B. The Effect of Chapter 2-the Block Grant 
provisions— under the Education Con- 
solidation and Improvement Act (EC!A) 
of 1981 

The Council's primary interest was the in- 
tergovernmental balance. 

Here perspective is important. While im- 
pressive, total Federal spending for education is 
relatively small compared to total State and loca 
expenditures, averaging six to eight percent of 
most school district budgets. The ever-present 
question, then, is whether or not the Federal tail 
wags the State/local dog. 

Most witnesses supported change to the 
Chapter 2 Block Grant, agreeing the new design 
reduced paper work, eliminated grantsmanship, 
and returned flexibility and responsibility to the 
states and to local school districts. 

"You have heard about the camel being a 
horse designed by a committee. This (Chapter 
2-Block Grant) was a horse designed by a com- 
mittee that is winning the derby." 

Jim Curran, Director of Instruction/Englewood 
School District; Administrator of 
District Block Grant; Spokesman 
for Legislative Committee, Col- 
orado Association of Scnool 
Executives. 

7 



ERIC 



11 



"Under the Elementary and Secondary Educa- 
tion Act, it seems that we were constantly send- 
ing personnel to workshops to learn how to apply 
for grants or how to review administrative pro- 
cedures. This has been cut drastically We 

can see more money being spent on education 
and less money on bureaucracy at the Federal, 
State and local level " 

Ray Bass, Assistant to Superintendent, DeKalb 
County Schools, Georgia. 
(Largest school district in 
state— 70,000 students). 

Nevertheless, there were specific criticisms 
from those endorsing the block grant approach 
in general. 

1 . Many urban district representatives objected 
to cuts in funding levels, particularly the loss 
of ESEA voluntary desegregation funds. 
They argued they were complying with a 
Federal policy and suggested amendments 
to restore funds to complete the task. 

2. Many administrators were concerned about 
the lack of more specific Federal guidelines, 
particularly as to audit procedures. They 
asked if additional regulations might be im- 
posed in the future, to be applied 
retroactively. 

3. A number of public school officials objected 
to providing services to private s-hool 
students under Chapter 2, particularly in 
view of other reductions in Federal funding. 
Private school administrators found such 
services to be of great assistance to their 
students. 

C. Tuition Tax Credit Proposals 

There were sharp differences of opinion about 
tuition tax credit proposals, and persuasive 
arguments were heard from proponents and 
opponents. 

It should be noted these hearings were con- 
cluded prior to the Supreme Court decision 
upholding the Minnesota tax deduction plan, and 
the U.S. Senate's rejection of a tuition tax 
proposal. 

See Recommendations for further comment on 
this subject. 
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PART III— RECOMMENDATIONS 



The Council proposes two sets of recommen- 
dations. It intends further hearings to make addi- 
tional findings and recommendations on some of 
these. The rest could better be carried forward by 
organizations with greater resources and staff. 
Some warrant consideration and action at the 
earliest possible time. 

A. Recommendations Directly Related to 
A&snda Topics 

1. Further monitoring of the block grant pro- 
oram to determine if the improvements cited 
fn our findings^have continued and, in par- 
ticular, if the problem of guidelines has been 
resolved. 

2. A determination as to whether other 
categorical grant programs should be folded 
into the Chapter 2 Block Grant. 

3. A study of the effect on teacher education 
of assistance formulas and funding under 
the ECIA c* 1981. 

4. Analysis ot the Minnesota tax deduction 
plan, in view of the educational contributions 
of private schools. 

B. Additional Recommendations 

These are in response to matters not directly 
related to the agenda but which surfaced as a 
resi'lt of the hearings. 

1 . A study of the "partnership" concept, involv- 
ing schools, parents, and the private sector, 
with attention to such matters as sharing of 
expertise to enrich school curricula, ac- 
crediting part-time teachers, cost- 
effectiveness, and new technologies. 

2. Analysis of the impact of national policies 
on the education systems of particular states 
or regions, e.g., with respect to immigrants, 
refugees, migrant workers, and Native 
Americans. 

9 
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3. Further research on more effective use of 
instructional learning tlme^_. 

4. A study of the effectiveness of education in 
terms of the nation's future needs. This is a 
"quality" question. It would include incentives to 
attract, and retain superior teachers and, at the 
other end, the disgraceful rate of functional illit- 
eracy not only for dropouts, but for high school 
graduates as well. 

C. Mandates or the School as the"Philos- 
opher's Stone"* 

•(An imaginary stone, substance or 
chemical preparation believed to have *he 
power to transmute baser metals into gold, 
provide a universal cure for disease, and 
prolong life indefinitely, sought by medieval 
alchemists.) 

At the first hearing in San Francisco, Arizona's 
Slate Superintendent of Instruction Carolyn 
Warner recited a litany of mandates laid onto the 
schools with generous abandon by parents, in- 
terest groups, school boards, city, county and 
State governments, and the Federal government. 
She identified fifty-six mandates, then added as 
number fifty-seven, "We also teach reading, 
writing, arithmetic." 

There was frequent mention of this burden by 
other witnesses, more in a tone of resignation 
than indignation. 

The Council has no doubt each mandate would 
find stout defenders. Many can be folded into the 
regular curricula; many cannot. They mean 
teaching time taken from both the "three R's" and 
from their more sophisticated counterparts in 
secondary education. 

Principals and teachers are not parents, 
clergymen, policemen, or psychosomatic healers. 
Schools are not substitutes for government, nor 
magical healing centers for the latest social woes. 

To be required to assume so many extraneous 
roles trivializes the central purpose of schools, 
renders the teachers' actions ridiculous, and con- 
fuses the students. 
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The practice gives parents and all the official 
and unofficial bodies responsible a false sense 
of security and accomplishment. When schoo s 
falter under such a burden, they become an easy 
target for blame. 

School administrators and school board 
members cannot be entirely absolved from this 
confusion of purposes. They have been too 
passive in allowing schools to be saddle', with 
such tasks or too eager to accept them in order 
to become "relevant." 

The present time gives evidence of serious, 
disciplined self-renewal by those who staff our 
school systems, across the country. 

"The difference for me between the sixties and 
the eighties is that in the sixties I knew where 
I wanted to go with the students and the money 
was supposed to be used. . .to get me there. 
Unfortunately, I don't think I knew how to get 
there. I didn't have the path. I think over the 
last 1 5 or 20 years what we have learned is also 
how to get there, and what is important in 
education again." 

Robert Peterkin, teacher, principal, Assistant 
Superintendent for Instruction, 
Boston. 

Great credit for this new spirit is due "A Na- 
tion at Risk" and similar reports. 

The Council believes its final recommendation 
melds with this new spirit. It urges parents, in- 
terest groups, local, State, and Federal govern- 
ments to clear the path of renewal by peeling 
away this overgrowth which smothers effective 
teaching and genuine learning. 
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SAN FRANCISCO HEARING 
PARTICIPANTS 
(February 3, 1983) 



Barbara Alexander 

Richmond Unified School District 

Billy Alexander 

Richmond Unified School District 

Chariesotta Alston 

San Francisco Adult Literacy 

Center, Inc 

Margaret Amoreux 

Oakland Unified School District 

David Bowick 

Oakland Unified School District 
Sally Brunn 

San Francisco Parents Lobby 
B F C(a/k 

Richmond Families and Senior 
Citizens Agency 

Ronald E Cole 

San Francisco Parents Lobby 

Sonja bale 

San Francisco Parents Lobby 
Zane DeArafcal 

Capistrano-L\aguna Beach Re- 
gional Occupational Program 

Joyce Dougherty 

American Association of University 
Women 

Skip Duan 

California Media and Library 
Educators Association 

Richard Elmore 
University of Washington 

Barbara Emench 

California Congress of Parents. 
Teachers and Students 

Arnold Fege 

National Parent-Teachers Associa- 
tion 

Wayne S Ferguson 

Fremont Umhod School District 

Carl Fynboe 

Administrator of Private Educa- 
tion. SPI 



Rita Hodgkms 

California Teachers Association 

Virgil S. Holds 

Mann County Schools 

Paul D Hood 

Far West Laboratory for Educa- 
tional Research and Development 

Rubin Ingram 

Fountain Valley School District 
Anne H Layzer 

California League of Women Voters 

Ann M Leavenworth 
California State Board of Edu- 
cation 

Joseph P McElhgott 
California Catholic Conference 

Elhot L Moeser 

Blackfoot School District No 55 

Wayne K. Miyamoto 
California Association of Private 
Specialized Education and Serv- 
ices 

Jay Monfort 

California Media and Library 
Educators Association 

Jan Overton 

Capistrano Unified Schoot District 
Alfred Ramirez 

Nevada Department of Education 

Henrietta Schwartz 

San Francisco State University 

Sally Stewart 

California School Board Associa- 
tion 

David Swanson 

Oakland Unified School District 
Carolyn Warner 

Arizona Department of Education 
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SAN FRANCISCO HEARING - 
TESTIMONY SUBMITTED IN WRITING 



Janel 8 Averill 
Lowell Joint District 

Joseph A Castelli 

San Mateo Union High School 

District 

Ruth Evans 

Orange Unified School District 

Dennis and Marilyn Frayne 
(Parents) 

Santa Ana, California 

Tom Harkms (parent) 
Irvine. California 

Edward and E Lynn Haske 
(Parents) 

Santa Ana. California 

August and Barbara Maggio 

(Parents) 

Tustm. California 



Gale Patlison 

Orange Unified School District 

Roy and Kathleen Riley (Parents) 
Santa Ana, California 

Paul S Sakamoto 

Mountain View-Los Altos Union 

High School District 

Alberta Southard 

LaHabra Republican Women 

Eileen Sowersby (Parent) 
Tustm, California 

Barbara Sullivan (Parent) 
Santa Ana, California 

Donnis H. Thompson 
Hawaii Department of Educa- 
tion 

Norman Vander Molen 

Orange County School Boards 

Association 



ATLANTA HEARING PARTICIPANTS 
(March 17, 1983) 



Cal Adamson 

Georgia Deuaftmont of Educa- 
tion 

Sherry Armstrong 
Sherman College 

Joe Brmdloy 
University of Montevallo 

H E Corloy 

Lexington County School District 
No 5 

Margaret Currin 

Campbell University School of Law 
Floyd Dembo 

St Peter and Paul Catholic Schools 
Barbara Duffy 

North Fulton P T A Council 

Gerald Firth 
University of Georgia 
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Hazel H Fournier 

Mobile County Public Schools 

Robert F Freeman 
DeKalb County Schools 

Janet Ockerman Garza 
Georgia State University 

Ervin Greene 

Jasper County Board of Edu- 
cation 

Ronald Griffeth 
Deerfield Academy 

Don Griffith 

City Schools of Decatur 
Lucy Hooper 

Orange County Coalition of Public 
Education 

Jane Hunter (Parent) 
Clemson, South Carolina 



ATLANTA HEARING PARTICIPANTS 
(March 17, 1983)-Continued 



Richard Johnson 

Assistant Superintendent of 
Catholic Schools 

Tom Keating 
Educator at Large, Inc 

Edith Kelly 

Georgia State University 

Marlisa F Landeck 

North Fulton PTSA Council 

Fred H. Loveday 

Georgia Association of Inde- 
pendent Schools 

John M Lupton 

Georgia House ol Repre- 
sentatives 

Joseph J Mannelli 

Orange County (Orlando) Public 

Schools 

Mike McCarron 

Florida Catholic Conference 

Pat McGuone 

Nofthside Atlanta Parents lor Public 
Schools 



George McMillan 

Georgia Private Education Council 

Sister Renee Oliver 

Citizens for Educational Freedom 

Marjorie Pike 

Tennessee Education As- 
sociation 

Marsha Rhea 

Georgia School Board As- 
sociation 

Mary Romaine 

Atlanta Federation of Teachers 

H. Ferrell Singleton 
Georgia Association of Inde- 
pendent Schools 

Charles Sprayberry 
Tuscaloosa County Board of 
Education 

Norman H. Thomas 
Georgia P.T.A. 

Dan Wright 

Georgia Association of Educa- 
tors 



ATLANTA HEARING - TESTIMONY 
SUBMITTED IN WRITING 



Cathleen Crouch 
Georgia State University 

Clarence T. Cummmgs, Jr 
Georgia State University 

Frank R. Hatfield 
Bullitt County Schools 

Glenn W. Hoffman 

Santa Clara County Schools 

Gloria Lewis 

City Schoots of Decatur 



Daniel B Pock 
Paducha Public Schools 

Vee Simmons 

City Sc.iools of Decatur 

Allison M Smith 
Orangeburg School District 

Mildred Walton 

National Association of Elementary . 
School Principals 
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DENVER HEARING PARTICIPANTS 
(April 19, 1983) 



Loron Andorsen (Parent) 
Littleton, Colorado 

John Augonblick 

Education Commission of the 
States 

Marilyn Barnck 
Denver, Colorado 

Allan Bergeman 

Association for Retarded Citizens m 
Colorado 

Russ Blackman 

Colorado Vocational Associa- 
tion 

Carol Blackmon (Paront) 
Denver, Colorado 

Marleno Blair 

School District No \2, Adams 
County 

Arvin C Blomo 

Colorado Department of Edu- 
cation 

Loretta Butler 
Regis College 

Shirley Cain (Parent) 
Denver, Colorado 

Nancy Clemont 
h Golden PTA 

Stirling M Cooper 
Center for the Study of Edu- 
cation 

Tom Crawford 

Air Academy School District 

James Curran 
Englewood School District 

Jane A Diamond 
Denver PTSA 

Jim Elliott 
Veld District No 6 

Richard Fontera 
Metropolitan State College 

Calvm Frazier 

Colorado Department of Edu- 
cation 

Elaine Gardner 

American Association of Uni- 
versity Women 



Dorothy Gottlieb 

Colorado State Board of Education 

Georgia L Green 
Eagle Forum 

Theodore J Hackworlh 
Denver City Council 

Anita Hathaway 

Colorado Pro-Family Coalition, Inc. 

Brother Thomas Hilbert 
Assistant Archdiocesan Director of 
Catholic Schools 

Eugene S. Hqgan 
Aurora, Colorado 

John H. Holcomb 
Lamar Public Schools 

Brother Dominic Kenney 
Denver, Colorado 

Cynthia Kent 

Colorado Commission of Indian 
Affairs 

Rosina Kovar 
Denver, Colorado 

Jack Kruegei 
University of Missouri 

Richard Lansford 
Colorado Education Associa- 
tion 

Eve and Todd Mackintosh 
Mackintosh Academy 

Dale McCall 

Colorado Advisory Council on 
Vocational Education 

Joseph P. McElligott 

California Association of Private 

School Organizations 

Aims McGuiness 

Education Commission of the 
States 

James McKay 

Colorado Federation of Teachers 
Thomas Meyer 

Lutheran Missouri Synod Schools 
William Mitchell 

Colorado Association of School 
Executives 
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DENVER HEARING PARTICIPANTS 
(April 19, 1983)-Contlnued 



Jim Moore 

Colorado Stale Representees 

Merilyn P Moorhead (Parent) 
Oenver PTSA 

Michael Morris 

Colorado Education Association 

Jane Nagel 
Colorado PTSA 

Colleen Rickert 
Aurora Public Schools 

Martha Romero 

Institute for Education Leadership 

Ellen Roller 
JEFrCO PTA 

James P. Roomo 
Public School Teacher 

Janet Rufien 
Parent/Teacher, Denver 



Brother Bonventuro Scully 
Archdiocesan Director of Catholic 
Schools 

James M. Schubert 

Education Policy Fellowship Pro* 

gram 

Margaret Seavy 

Education Block Grant Advisory 
Committee 

William G. Small 
Auro f a, Colorado 

Don Stewart 
PrO'Faroily Coalition 

Michael S. Tang 
Metropolitan State College 

Harold Thyfault 

Colorado Educatk>n Association 
Carole Wright 

Colorado Education Associa* 
lion 



DENVER HEARING - TESTIMONY 
SUBMITTED IN WRITING 



Linda Chno 
Denver. Colorado 

Barbara Cnstol 

League of Women Voters of Colo- 
rado 

A. W. Dirks 

Wichita (Kansas) Public Schools 

Warren Hanks 
Littleton, Colorado 

Karen Hansen 
Littleton, Colorado 

Chyrl Hofsetz 
Littleton, Colorado 

Fredith Holt 
Littleton. Colorado 

Ralph F Kentworthy 

Unified School District No 302 

(Ransom. Kansas) 



H Anne Lite 
Littleton, Colorado 

Jerre-Ann Lloyd 

Jefferson County School District 
No R-1 

Ronald T. Makowski 
Denver Public Schools 

Elinor Newman 
Littleton. Colorado 

Michael L. Ough 
Kenesaw Public Shools 

Jeanne Quiram 
Littleton, Colorado 

Kathleen C Reul 
Golden, Colorado 

Donna M Robinson 

Oberson Jr. and Arvada West High 

Schools 
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DENVER HEARING - TESTIMONY 
SUBMITTED IN WRITING-Continued 



Roy L Rurnmler 

Morgan County (Utah) Scnool 
District 

Madelyn E Teagarden 
Wheat Ridge. Colorado 

Larry VOntz 

Nebraska Department of Edu- 
cation 



Donald M. White 

East Otero School District No. 
R-1 

Shen S. Williams 
Wheat Ridge, Colorado 



BOSTON HEARING PARTICIPANTS 
(May 12, 1983) 



Gorry D'Amico 
Massachusetts Stato Senate 

Mortimer Appley 

Association o( Independent Col* 
leges and University of Massa- 
chusetts 

Slophon Arons 

University ol Massachusetts/ 
Amherst 

Catherine M Aungst 

New York Stalo Federation of 

Catholic School Paronts 

Juan Baptisto 
Projoct Steolo 

Patricia J Browor 

Connecticut Catholic Conler- 

enco 

Robert Chase 

Connecticut Education Association 
Rachel Cunha 

Rhodo Island Stato Board of 
Rogonts 

Richard Curran 
Providence Public Schools 

Gerald D'Avolio 

Massachusetts Catholic Confer- 
ence 

Paul L Dovlm 

Massachusetts Federation of 
Toachers 



Carol A. Doherty 

Massachusetts Teachers Associa- 
tion 

Alan Doyle 

Massachusetts State Board of * 
Education 

John Duff 

Massachusetts Board of Regents 
Howard Geris 

National Association of State 
Boards of Education 

Norman Foreman Glasgow 
Commissioner of Higher Edu- 
cation in Connecticut 

Robert Goettel 

University of Southorn Maine 
Robert Goldman 

Connecticut Association of School 
Administrators 

Louise Hart 

Paronts of Elementary and 
Secondary Private and Paro- 
chial School Students 

Lots Jones 

Mame Department of Educa- 
tion 

Ronald J Lavioletto 

National Association of Elementary 

School Prmtipa»s 

John Lawson 

Massachusetts State Board of 
Education 
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BOSTON HEARING PARTICIPANTS 
(May 12, 1983)— Continued 



Rabbi Monachem Lubmsky 
Agudath Israel ot America 

Mary Ann Luciana 
Vormont Department ot Edu- 
cation 

Robert Maurer 

Now York Department of Edu- 
cation 

Kevin McCluskoy 
Boston School Committee 

Honry McLaughlin 
Manchester. Now Hamp- 
shire School District 

Henry Miranda 

AmoNCan Policy Advisory Council 

Robert Momer 
Goffstown. Now Hampshire 

Marie Muhlor 
New Jorsoy Assembly 

Fredonck 0 J Muzi 
Muz i Motors, Inc 

Nicholas M Nikilas 
Advisory Panol on Financing 
Elementary and Secondly 
Education 

Joy Olson 

Chapter 1 Parent Groups (Pen- 
tocook. New Hampshire) 

Robert Peterkm 
Boston School System 

BOSTON HEARING 
SUBMITTED It 



Rosemarie Rosen 
Boston School System 

Paul Salmon 

American Association of School 
Administrators 

Agnes Smith 

Women for Constitutional Gov 
ernment 

Rev Eugene P. Sullivan 
Catholic Schools for the Arch- 
diocese of Boston 

Beth Supranovich 
Maine Teachers Association 

William TannOn 

Cambridge. Massachusetts School 
District 

Maida F Townsend 
Vermont NEA 

Maxme Tremane 
Massachusetts Eagle Forum 

Helen Valerio 

National Advsory Council for 
Women's Educational Pro- 
qrams 

Bayard Waring 

Waring School, Beverly, Massa- 
chusetts 

William Wells 
Emerson College 

Robert Wolfenbarger 
New Jersey Board of Education 

- TESTIMONY 
I WRITING 



William J Cameron 
Council of Administrators of Com- 
pensatory Education 

Joseph R Galott" 
Connecticut Board of Educa- 
tion 



Paul H Gordon 

Massachusetts Association of 
School Committees 

Bona Kallick 

Connecticut Professional De- 
velopment 



eric 
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BOSTON HEARING - TESTIMONY 
SUBMITTED IN WRITING-Continued 



James Kearney 

Council of Catholic School Su- 
perintendents Archdiocese of Now 
York 

Edward J. Markey 

U S House ol Representatives 

Dallas Martin 

National Association o! Student 
Financial Aid Administrators 



Berard Masse 
Nashua School District 

Mary E Moran 

National Commission on Student 
Financial Assistance 

Richard Redmon 

Maine Department ol Edu- 
cational and Cultural Serv- 
ices 



CINCINNATI HEARING PARTICIPANTS 
(June 22, 1983) 



Irono Bandy 

Ohio Departmonl ol Education 

Betty Brock 
St Mgrk School 

Frank Brown 

Natjonol Association tor Porsonal 
Rights m Education (NAPRE) 

Robert Byrne 

Cincinnati Teachors Associa- 
tion 

Hendrik GidoonSG 
University ol Cincinnati 

David A Harcum 

Groenhills Forest Park City Schools 

Nelson Harper 

Catholic Conloronce of Ohio 



Joan Levy 

Illinois Association of School 
Boards 

David B. Martm 

Ohio School Boards Associa- 
tion 

Paul Mecklenborg 

Citizens for Educational Freedom 

James Mendenhall 

Illinois State Board ol Education 

Harold Negley 

Indiana Department of Public In. 
slr'jclion 

Jerome Schaopor 
Catholic School Office 



John Hauck 

Buckeye Association of School 
Administrators 

Robort C Hotlman 

St Henry Grade and H.gh School 

Patncia Horsloy 

S W Ohio Education Associa- 
tion 

Roborta Huntor 

Ohio Education Association 

Jim Jacobs 

Cincinnati Board ol Education 



Mark Vanderlaan 

Dimsmoro and Schol, Cincinnati 

John Voss 

NW Board ol Education 
Franklin Walter 

Ohio Department ol Education 
Don Wilson 

Ohio Education Association 

Antoinette Winkle 
Ohio PTA 



CINCINNATI HEARING-TESTIMONY 
SUBMITTED IN WRITING 



Ann P Kahn 

Fairlax County (Virginia) School 
Board 
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